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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The area of interpersonal~ rel-ations ,is of primary con-
cern to those professioms which, by their nature, are involved 
in working closely with others. Probably no other profession 
has more need for understanding interpersonal relations than 
nursing. The intimate, sustained contact which the nurse must 
maintain with patients and peers in order to fulfill her 
therapeutic role emphasizes the need for the nurse to be well 
acquainted with the effect her personality exerts upon others 
and to be able to utilize her total self in a therapeutic 
manner. 
Modern theory of personality holds that personal ad-
justment is largely a function of "good" development in inter-
personal relations. (Moreno, 1934;(1) Freud, 1936;(2) 
Horney, 1945;(3) Sullivan, 1947;(4) White, 1948).(5) 
(l)Moreno, J.L., 1934. (Rev. ed. 1952) Who Shall Survive, 
Beacon House, New York. ---
(2)Freud,. s., 1936. (American ed.) The Problem of Anxiety, 
New York: W. w. Norton and Co. 
(J)Horney, .J., 1945. Our Inner Conflicts, New Yorkt W. W. 
·Norton and Co • 
. (4)sullivan, H.S., 1947• Conceptions of Modern Psychiatry, 
Washington, D.C., William Alanson White Psychiatric 
Foundation. 
(5)White, R.W., 1948. The Abnormal Personalitz, New York: 
Ronald Press. 
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At a broad level of generality, understanding of an 
interpersonal relationship depends upon the availability of 
information regarding two of its aspects: (a) the first of 
these is the nature of the response of each person to the 
other; (b) the second aspect consists of the perception that 
each person has of the otherts response toward him. The 
analysis of any interpersonal relationship must consider 
1 
these two components.{b) 
Sociometric procedures provide two types of data about 
a member of a group: (a). information regarding his affective 
response to others and (b) information about an otherts 
affective response to him. 
Rosalind F. Dymond,(7) in studying social perception, 
devised a scale for the measurement of empathic ability. 
This sociometric procedure would seem to take into considera-
tion the two aspects: (a) information regarding his affective 
response to others and (b) information about other 1 s affective 
response to him, considered necessary in studying interpersonal 
relations. 
(b)Tagiuri, Renato, Relational Analysis: An Extension of 
Sociometric Method with Emphasis Upon Social PerceptiOn: 
Sociometry, Vol. xv;-rg52, p. 91.----
{7) . 
Dymond, R.F., A Scale For Measurement of Empathic Ability, 
Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1949~Vol. 13, 
pp. 127-133. 
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In a previous article Dymond( 8 ) made suggestions con-
cerning the importance or the empathic process in the under-
standing and creation or the state that clinicians call 
11 insightJJ. A rudimentary attempt was made to measure the 
empathic ability or a small group of students and relate 
this ability to the degree of insight they had into their 
interpersonal relations. The term 11 empathyfJ as used by 
Dymond, denotes the imaginative transposing or one's self 
into the thinking, feeling and acting or another and so 
structuring the world as he does. 
The study or empathy and ins~ght is further understood 
by reviewing articles by, various. authorities. Hoskins (9) , 
speaking of schizophrenia concludes that it is possible that 
the primary defect in schizophrenia, a defect from which the 
remainder or the symptomatology stems, is inadequate empathy. 
That perhaps as fundamentally characteristic as anything 
about the psychosis is the failure or the subject either to 
achieve or retain adequa~e breadth or depth of empathy. 
Cottrell (.lO). in work on the analysis of situational 
(8) Dymond, R.F., A Scale For Measurement of Empathic Ability, 
Journal of Consulting PSychology, 1948-,-Vol. 4 
pp. 228-233. 
( 9 )Hoskins, R.G., The Biology of Schizophrenia, New York: 
Morton, 1946, 3~p. 102-16~ 
(10) . . - . 
Cottrell, L.S., The .A,nalys1s of Situational Fields in 
Social Psychology, AmericruL Sociology Review, 1942-,-
Vol. 7, p. 374. 
r 
l 
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fields holds that empathy is the basic process in all social 
interaction. He is quoted: 
11 The imp_?.ct of one human organism, A, on the 
activities of another, B, not only stimulates 
and conditions a response pattern of A to B, 
but also conditions in A the response pattern 
of B to A as A has perceived that action and 
vice-versa. (This process of responding by 
reproducing the acts of the other(s) has been 
referred to by various writers, as, taking the 
role of the other, indentification, intro-
jection, empathy or imitation).JJ 
WatsonCll) in his paper on the nature of insight con-
cludes that to have correct insight is to share the feeling 
of him you are observing, and to attach the significance 
appropriate to his part in events. 
Murphy(l2 ) in her work on the development of sympathy 
in young children concludes that in the case of sympathy, 
probably general thresholds for being affectionate, for 
seeing similarities between other's situations and our own, 
and for empathic responsiveness, underlie sympathetic habits. 
If a measure for susceptibility to empathic responses, if 
such they be, could be found, we might well find the basis 
for the most important individual differences in sympathy. 
(ll)Watson, S. L., On the Role of Insight in the Study of 
Mankind, Psychoanalyt~c Rev~ew, 1938,vor:-2 , pp.'""]"_58-
371. 
(12) . 
Murphy, Lois, Social Behavior and Chiad Personality: 
An Exploratory Study .of ~ Roots of Symp?Jthy, 
New York: Columbia Univers_7ty Press, 1937. 
~ ~; 
II 
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The present work primarily stems from concepts 
formulated by Dymond. Dymond's test was made up of four 
parts~ e.ach containing six traits. In the first part the 
individual was asked to rate himself on a five point scale 
on each of the six traits. In the second part~ he was asked 
to rate some other individual on the same six traits. In the 
!! 
h 
'I I· 
I 
I 
i 
i 
II 
II 
I 
I, 
i' 
third he was asked to rate the other individual as he believed 1
1 
I the other would rate himself. In the fourth he rated himself I 
l 
as he thought others would rate him. 
II If two individuals,,A and B, are being tested for 
their empathy with each other, the procedure would be as il II 
follows: I· ,I 
A. Testee B. Testee I 
1. 
2. 
A rates himself. (A) 
A rates B as ,he 
sees him. 
(A) 
1. 
2. 
B rates himself. (B) 
B rates A as he 
sees him. · 
(B) 
I 
l 3. A rates B as he thinks 3. B rates A as he thinksjl 
B would rate himself. A would rate himself. 11 
4. A rates himself (A) as 4. B rates himself (B) asl/ 
he thinks B would rate he thinks A would ratell 
him.- him. j 
There:fore, a measure Of' A 1 s empathic ability can be 11 
derived by calculating how closely his predictions of B 1 s \1 
rating, (A3 and A4) correspond with B 1 s actual ratings! II 
(Bl and B2). Similarly, a measure of B 1 s empathy with A j 
can be obtained by calculating how closely his predictions 1 
of A 1 s rating (B3 and B4) correspond to A's actual ratings I' 
I 
i' 
I !, 
Jl 
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The six traits which were used as the items in all 
~our parts o~ the test were: 
1. Sel~ con~idence. 
2. Superior-in~erior. 
3. Sel~ish-unsel~ish. 
4. Friendly-un~riendly. 
5. Leader-~ollower. 
6. Sense 0~ humor. 
Although the usual objection to such trait-ratings 
was recognized, this procedure was ~allowed because the 
ratings were not being used to determine the personality 
o~ the subjects nor to determine how accurate the others 
were in their estimation o~ this. The test was designed 
to answer the question o~ how well a subject can transpose 
himsel~ into the thinking, ~eeling and acting o~ others. 
T~ he can do this, he should be able to predict how the others 
will behave in certain de~ined situations. The situation 
chosen to test this ability was the subjectts ability to 
predict how others will rate themselves and how they will 
rate him on these six traits. 
The test was designed ~or use in a social psychology 
class which was studying the structuring and ~unctioning o~ 
grpups. There were 53 subjects in all, 29 ~emales and 24 
males. The class members were divided in a random way into 
five groups o~ seven members each and three groups o~ six 
members. 
..,7.., 
The empathy test was first given after these groups 
had met three times. Each student was required to rate him.., 
self on the six characteristics, to rate each of his group 
members in turn on these traits and then to make two types 
of predictions for each group member: (1) how will each 
group member rate him and (2) how each group member will 
rate himself. This would seem to require that the individ.., 
ual·take the role -of the others, or sympathize with them in 
order to see him-self as others see him and in order to see 
others as they look to themselves. Since each rating is made 
on a five point scale, the test can be scored in ,terms of the 
total number of points the individual is in error in his 
predictions. This was called th~ Deviation Score and was the 
one comonly used. A,nother method o:f scoring was occasionally. 
used for particular problems. This was called the Right Score 
and involved counting _the number of predictions which coincide· 
exactly with the actual rating. 
The first calculation which was made was a comparison 
of the right scores with the number of right predictions 
which could be expected if chance alone were operating. The 
number right on each of the types of predictions (3 and 4) 
and on both combined was much higher than could be expected 
if chance alone were the only factor operating in the making 
of these predictions, (the differences being significant at 
the one per cent level.) Therefore, it seemed likely that 
-8-
the test was measuring some ability, other than chance, to 
predict what others will do under certain circumstances which 
involve taking the role of the other or empathizing with him. 
In summary of Dymond's work, it. seems that those 
whose empathic ability is high, as measured by this test, 
have better insight into the fact that they are high, than 
those who are low have into the fact that they are low. This, 
of course, assumed the validity of the test. It seems very 
likely that the ability to take the role. of another, (em-
pathy)., is positively related to the ability to Understand 
ourselves, (insight). This later state seems to involve the 
ability to stand off and look at ourselves from another's 
point ·of view. 
If one accepts the findings of Dymondts work, that 
·the'~ ability to. take the role of another (empathy), is pos-
itively related to the ability to understand ourselves 
(insight), it would seem to.leao one to further explore the 
nature of insight and perception • 
. (13) TagiurJ. states: _ "person perception1' (a 
broad term used most often to mean apperception 
and cognition) 11 is special in that the similar-
ity be~ween perceiver and perceived is greater 
than in any.other instance. Banal as this may 
seem, it hgs far-reaching consequences. The 
most obvious one of these is that the perceiver 
is probably maximally inclined and able to use 
( 13) . . . 
Tag1url, R.: Petrullo L., Person Perception and 
Interpersonal Behavior, Stanfora University Press, 
1958, pp. X and XI. 
-9.-
his own experience in perce1v1ng or judging or 
inferring another's state or intentions. Per-
ceived and perceiver, in general react similarly 
to events. This may be viewed as empathy or pro-
jection or what not. Whatever it is called, it 
is critical in the sense that the perceiverts 
repertory of categorizing responses is somehow 
limited by his own personal or vicarious exper-
ience as a person". 
In relation to sociometric tests in studying insight 
and empathy, Tagiuri(l4) concludes: 
"while standard sociometric data constitutes very 
useful information, understanding of behavior in 
interpersonal situations could be advanced further 
if, in addition to a consensual view of the 
situation, one had access to information regarding 
the subject r s view of i t'11 
By using a modified version of Dymondts test and a 
-different form of analysis, the data of the present study 
were studied to determd.:he. the relationship of object to 
perception. There was no attempt to study the degree of 
accuracy of one's judgments compared with a peer t s judgments 
as used by Dymond. 
The technique was designed to discover if there was 
a difference between one's self ratings and the apperception 
as one feels others·would rate him; also one•s apperception 
of a peer and one's apperception of how the peer would rate-
himself. 
(14) 
Tagiuri, R., Relational Analysis: An Extension of 
Sociometric Method With Emphasis Upon Social Perception: 
Sociometry, Vo. XV,~2, pp. 91.----
-10-
This p:pocedure is further clarified as follows: 
.A,. (Testees) 
1. A rates himself (.A.). 
2. A rates B as he {A) sees him. 
J. A rates B as he thinks B would rate himself. 
4- A rates himself (A) as he thinks B would 
rate him. 
Therefore, a measure of the influence the object ex-
erts on A's rating may be determined by calculating the 
di.fference between A 1 s self ratings and Ats ratings as he 
thinks others (B) would rate him {A1 and A4). 
Similarly, a measure of the influence the object 
exerts on A's rating of a peer was determined by calculating 
the difference between A's rating of a peer and A's rating of 
a peer as he thought the peer would rate himself (A2 and A3). 
Data regarding the age of the testee, years of nursing 
experience, and area of nursing specialization were requested. 
e."""'"" This data were designed to be used in the second phase of the 
study. The data obtained from the subjects in regard to years 
of nursing experience were used as.a variable in the analysis 
'· 
of variance. The years of nursing experience was categorized 
into~tbree (3).groups to determine if this variable had an 
effect on the rating of self and the rating of onets sel.f as 
one thinks others would rate him; also the rating o.f a p~er 
and the rating of a peer as one thinks the peer would rate 
-11-
himBelf. Years of nursing experience was used as a variable, 
as it was, considered to be of importance to nursing and be-
cause the response of the subjects was one hundred per cent 
(lOO%) to this question. 
The subjects used in this study were fifty-eigl:;lt (58) 
female nursing students in the Graduate Division, Boston 
University, School of Nursing. The subjects were all first 
semester master degree candidates. The student.s were .. given 
the test after-they had been enrolled for approximately 
eight to ten weeks. 
Statement of the Problem 
. . 
A consideration of the importance of interpersonal 
relations to the profession of nursing suggests areas which 
require intensive study. These are: (1) A need for 
methodological techniques which may be described, and 
repeated by other investigators; (2) A need for studies 
which investigate different areas of inter-personal relations. 
The present study is aimed at these needs. Specific-
ally the problem is to undertake exploratory research into 
one aspect of interpersonal relations by investigating the 
area of apperception through a test medium. 
Four factors related to the area of apperception are 
consiaered: (1) the relationship between one's rating of 
one's self on five categories and one's apperception of how 
. 
others would rate him on the same categories, the relation-
-12-
ship between one~s rating o.f a peer on five categories and 
one's apperception of how the pesr.would rate himself on the 
same categories, the effect years of nursing experience has 
on the rating of one t s. self and one t s apperception of how 
others would rate him on five categories and the effect years 
of nursing experience has on one•s rating of a peer and one's 
apperception of how the peer would rate himself on five 
categories. 
Scope and Limitation of the Study 
The setting of the study was in one school. Fifty-
eight (58) female nursing students in the masters degree 
program were the testees, thus the findings cannot be 
generalized beyond the graduate nurses in the School of 
Nursing, Boston University. However some of the conclusions 
may be valid for similar groups; but no such extrapolation is 
explicitly made, and the results can only be regarded as 
tentative, pending fur6her research. 
The ·test was limited to four questions through which 
the subjects were asked to rate themselves and others on five 
specific categories along six dimensions ranging from very low 
to very high. Even ·:t:ibrough the items selected for the 
categories make up but a small proportion of possible varia-
tions, they were considered of sufficient importance to 
' ' 
nursing to be included in the study. Other items could have 
been included; however, practical considerations set the 
-13-
limits on the number that could be used. The selection of the 
six dimensions which the subjects rated the categories was 
done arbitrarily since no standardized scales were available. 
Finally the validity or reliability of the testing 
instrument had not been establi~hed. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study was to consider the relation-
ship between ratings obtained from a test in order to answer 
the following questions: 
1. What is the relationship between one's 
rating of one t.s self on :five categories and 
one's apperception of how others would rate 
him on the same categories? 
2.· What is the relationship between -one's 
rating of a peer on five categories and 
one's apperception of how the peer would· 
rate himself on the same categories? 
3. Do years of nursing experience have an 
effect on the rating of one's self and one's 
apperception of how others would rate him on 
five categories? 
4. Do years of nursing experience have an 
effect on one's rating of a peer and one's 
apperception of how the peer would. rate 
himself on five categories? 
Definition of Terminology 
Apperception; Clear· per·ception, in parti.cular where 
there is recognition or identification.· When the object is 
recognized or identified in any.way~ perception passes into 
apperception. In this. study the words perception and 
4lt apperception are used interchangeably. 
-14-
Object: Some thing aimed at in action or in thought. 
In this study the two objects of apperception.are the self 
and a.peer. 
Insight: The degree of.· onE} 1 s own psychologic.al self 
awareness. 
Empathy: The ability to psychologically transpose 
onets self into the feeling, acting and. emotion of another. 
Peer: The term is used to denote a random assigned 
classmate who'M.the testee is asked to empathize with and to 
rate. 
CHAPTER II 
METHODOLOGY 
- Cl) 
A pilot study based on Dymond's empathy test was 
administered to fourteen (14) students in their third semes-
ter of' an adult psychiatric nursing seminar in the Graduate 
Nurse.Division, School of' Nursing, Boston University. 
(Appendix A, p. 39). These students were asked to submit 
their suggestions on the clarity and the length of' the test. 
Because of' their suggestions the following changes were made: 
(Appendix B, p. 40) 
a. Elimination of' the category of' superiority, as it 
was reported difficult to define. 
b. Increase from five point rating scale to six 
point rating scale, as the~e was a tendency for the group to 
gravitate toward the neutral area. 
c. Clarification of nursing experienc~ to graduate 
nursing experience because of inconsistency in interpretation. 
d. Omission of the question pertaining to marital 
status beca.us_e an insuffic-ient number reported marriage to 
utilize it in testing as a variable. 
(l)Dymond, Rosalind F., A Sc.ale for Measurement of' Empathic 
Abilit~, Journal of' Consulting Psychology, 191+9, 
Vol. l , pp. 127-133. 
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e. Classification of age groups into three (3) 
categories because the response was poor to the acknowledgment 
of direct age question. 
Following the pilot test, appointments were arranged 
with faculty members of the child psychiatry, maternal and 
child health, medical and surgical, public health, rehabil-
itation and the adult psychiatric nursing classes. Per-
mission was sought to administer the modified test to their 
classes. The faculty members were told the area under study 
was insight and empathy and the test was explained. A. list 
of the class members of the clinical specialty classes was 
obtained and appointments for testing all of the first 
semester graduate nursing students were scheduled. Prior 
to administering the test the students were randomly 
assigned a peer within their class. 
The students were told that the test was designed to 
study insight and empathy. Each student was given a code 
number and was told the code number and name of their class 
member peer. 
confidential. 
The students were assured the code would remain 
The information requested at the beginning of 
the test was explained and the students were asked if there 
were any questions regarding this area of the test. The 
students were then asked to rate themselves as honestly as 
possible ( CijlUestion 1), to rate their peer (question 2), and 
to attempt to project their thinking into that of their peer, 
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and rate their peer as they thought the peer would rate him-
self (question 3), and finally to project their thinking into 
another, and to rate themselv.es as they thought others would 
rate them (question 4). 
The testing of fifty-eight (58) students was completed 
after six weeks. A.t the I.B.M. Statistical Research Office 
information was obtained in setting up the data to perform 
an analysis of variance. Instruction in assigning numerical 
value to ratings, and. how to arrange the data in a prescribed 
manner in order to complete the I.B.M. cards was given. 
(Appendix C, p. 41) 
An analysis of variance -vras performed on the data 
pertaining to the rating of self and how they thought others 
would rate them and their rating of a peer and how they 
thought the peer would rate himself. The years of nursing 
experience, divided into three groups, was used as a variable 
in the analysis. 
The analysis of variance was then interpreted by 
gr(Jups. The grouping was determined according to object of 
apperception. 
Group I·: Self as object of apperception utilizing 
question one (rate yourself on the following 
categories) and question four (rate yourself as 
you think others would rate you). 
Group II. .Peer as object of apperception, 
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utilizing question two (rate your peer on the 
following categories) and question three (rate 
your peer as you think he would rate himself). 
The scores of the analysis of variance were then 
transcribed to a form in order to present the findings. A 
concise form was devised to show the influence the object 
had on apperception, when the object was the self and when 
the object of apperception was a peer, Table XXI,p~ge 31. 
A table of means was derived from the analysis of 
variance to show the individual and grand means for the 
judgments on the far right columns {llld individual and 
grand means of the experience groups below the appropriate 
experience groups. This table enables one to dete:rmine the 
nature of any difference in judgments and any difference 
. between experience groups. 
CHAPTER III 
PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF DATA 
Data is presented in two sections. The first section 
(Section A) represents the tables of the analysis of variance 
involving experience levels, one 1 s self rating and one 1 s 
apperception of how others would rate him on the individual 
categories. In addition the table of ~eans is presented 
involving experience levels, one's self rating and one's 
apperception of how others would rate him on individual 
categories. 
The data for the' analysis of variance included the 
years of nursing experience, ratings from question one (rate 
yourself on five categories) and question four (rate yourself 
as you think others would rate you). The following tables 
show the relationship between the two judgments and the in-
fluence years of nursing experience exercises on the judgments. 
The table of means was derived from the analysis of 
variance and sh0ws the individual and grand means for the 
judgments and the·experience groups. This table enables 
.. one to determine the nature of any difference in self rating 
or one's rating as one thinks others would rate him and any 
difference between experience groups. 
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TABLE I 
SELF-CONFIDENCE: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE INVOLVING 
EXPERIENCE LEVELS:~ ONE'S SELF RATING AND ONE t S 
APPERCEPTION OF HO\v OTHERS WOULD RATE HIM 
Source Sums Sqs. D.F. Mean Sqs. F. Rati.o 
Total 114-b l~l 
Experience 
Group 89.76 2 448.8 3.55 
Ratings 43-36 - 1 433.6 9.32 
Gps. x Rat 11.88 2 59.4 1.28 
Subjects 733.20 58 126.4 2.72 
Resi.dual 269.76 58 46.5 
-i-.'-~·Significant at the 0.1 per cent level 
-~·Significant at the 0.5 per cent level 
TABLE II 
SELF-CONFIDENCE: MEANS OF THE EXPERIENCE LEVELS:~ 
ONE 1 S SELF.RATING AND ONE'S.APPERCEJ>TION OF HOW 
OTHERS WOULD RATE HIM 
Years of Grand 
Exneri.ence 0 - 9 10 - 19 20+ Means 
Self Percept 2.68 3~00 3.08 X = 2.85 
How one sees 
others rating 2.87 3.65 3.54 X = 3.23 
him 
Grand Means 2.78 3.32 J.31 
There i.s a statistical significant difference at the one per 
cent (1%) level of confidence between the rating of one's 
self confidence and onets appercepti.on of how others would 
rate him. The difference is that one perceives others as 
rating one 1 s self-confidence hi.gher than one would rate 
oneself. 
Years of nursing experience make a difference in the rati.ng 
I! of one
1 s own self-confidence and one's apperception of how 
others would rate him. The difference is that over nine 
years of nursing experience one rates one's self-confidence 
higher than below nine years of experi.ence. 
~~ 
-3H~ 
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TABLE III 
SELFISHNESS: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE INVOLVING EXPERIENCE 
LEVELS~ ONE'S SELF RATING AND ONEtS APPERCEPTION OF HOW 
OTHERS WOULD R.A,TE HIM 
Source s. s. D. F. M. S. F. Ratio 
Total 1099.8 121 
Exp. Gp. 21.18 2 10.5.9 
-77 
Ratings 
-73 l 7-3 .1.5 
G x R 3-99 2 19.9 .4J_ 
Subjects 793-.58 .58 136.8 2.83 
Residual 280.28 .58 48.3 
TABLE IV 
SELFISHNESS: MEANS OF THE EXPERIENCE LEVELS, ONE'S 
SELF RATING AND ONE'S APPERCEPTION OF HOW OTHERS 
- WOULD RATE HIM 
Years of Exp. I 0 - 9 I lO - 19 I 
·Self Percept 1 • .5.5 1 • .53 
How he sees 
others rating 1.39 1 • .59 
him 
Grand Means 1.47 1 • .56 
20+ 
..,_ 1.77 
1.85 
1.81 
I Grand Means 
X = 1 • .59 
X = 1 • .53 
There is no statistical significant difference between the 
rating of one's own selfishness and onets apperception of 
hm-r others would rate him. 
Years of nursing experience make no difference in the rating 
of one's own selfishness and onets apperception of how others 
would rate him. 
II 
i 
1 
• 
• 
Source 
Total 
Exp. Gp. 
Ratings 
GxR 
Subject 
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TABLE V 
FRIENDLINESS: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE INVOLVING 
EXPERIENCE LEVELS, .. ONE t S SELF RATING AND ONE t S 
APPERCEPTION OF HOW OTHERS WOULD RATE HIM 
s. s. D. F. Mean Sq. F. 
11,089 121 
257 2 128.5 
Ratio 
.85 
295.9 1 295.9 10.42 
104.6 2 52.3 1.84 
8,782.4 58 151.4 5-33 
Residual 1,649.5 58 28.4 
-~-*Significant at the 0.1 per cent level. 
TABLE VI 
FRIENDLINESS.:; MEANS OF THE EXPERIENCE LEVELS, 
ONE t S SELF RATING AND ONE t S AP,PERCEPTION OF 
.. HOW OTHERS WOULD RATE HIM 
** 
Years of' Exp. 0 - 9 10 - 19 20+ Grand Means 
Self Percept. 3.55 3.65 3.38 X = 3.54 
How he sees 
others· rating J.06 ·. 3.59 3 .. 15 X = 3.23 
him 
Grand Means 3.30 3.62 ~.26 
There is a statistical significant difference at the one per 
cent ( lJ&) level of confidence between the rating of one is 
own friendliness and onets apperception of how others would 
rate him. The difference is that one would rate onets own 
friendliness higher than one perceives others would ~ate him. 
Years of nursing experience make no difference in the rating 
of o~e 1 s own friendliness and one's apperception of ho~ 
others'would rate him .. 
Source 
Total 
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TABLE VII 
LEADERSHIP: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE INVOLVING, 
EXPERIENCE LEVELS, ONE t S SELF RATING AND ONE 1 S 
APPERCEPTION OF HOW OTHERS WOULD RATE HIM 
s. s. D. F. Mean Sq. F. 
121 
Ratio 
9~716 
Exp. Gp. 424 2 212.4 1.86 
Ratings 7.3 1 . 7.3 .16 
GxR 44.8 2 
-
22.4 .5o 
Subject 6,640.8 58 114.4 2.56 
Residual 2,597.9 58 44.7 
!IDABLE VIII 
LEADERSHIP: MEANS OF THE EXPERIENCE LEVELS, 
ONE'S SELF RATING AND ONEts APPERCEPTION OF 
HOW OTHERS WOULD RATE HIM 
Years of Exp. 0 
- 9 10 - 19 20+ Grand Means 
SeO:.f Percept. 2.77 3.00 3.08 X =. 2.,90 
How he sees 
others rating 2.61 3.12 3.08 ~ X= 2.85 
him 
Grand Means 2.69 3.06 3.08 
There is no statistically significant difference betw.een·the 
rating of one's own leadership and·one 1 s ·apperception of how 
others would rate him. 
Years of nursing experience make no difference in the rating 
of onets own leadershipand one's apperception of how others 
would rate him. 
Source 
Total 
Exp. Gp. 
Ratings 
G x R 
Subjects 
Resid-aal 
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TABLE IX 
SENSE OF HID10R: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE INVOLVING 
EXPERIENCE LEVELS, ONE'S SELF RATING AND ONE 1 S 
APPERCEPTION OF HOW OTHERS WOULD RATE HIM 
s. s. D •. F. Mean Sqs. F. Ratio 
13,.568 121 
'86 2 43.0 .21 
138~5 l 138;5 6. 72 
13.9 2' 6~9 .33 
12,132.1 58 209.1 10.15 
1,197.6 58 20.6 
~~Significant at the .05 per cent level 
T.A,BLE X 
SENSE OF . HUMOR: . MEANS OF THE EXPERIENCE LEVELS, 
ONE 1 S SELF RATING AND ONE'S APPERCEPTION OF HOW 
OTHERS WOULD RATE HIM 
~(--
Years of Exp. 0 - 9 10 - 19 20+ Grand Means 
Self Percept. 3.45 3.53 3.69 X= 3.52 
How he sees 
others rating 3.23 3.41 3.38 X= 3.31 
him 
Grand Means 3.34 3.47 3.53 
There is a·statistical difference at th~·five per cent (5%) 
leV'el of confidence between the rating of one's own'sense of 
humor and one 1 s apperception of how others would rate him. 
The difference is that one would rate onets own sense of 
humor higher than one perceives others would rate h~m. 
Years of nursing experience make no difference in the rating 
of one's own sense of humor and one's apperception of how 
others would rate him. 
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The second section of the data (Section B) represents 
the tables of the analysis of variance including the years of 
nursing experience, rating from question two (rate your peer 
on five categories) and·question three (rate your peer as you 
' 
think the peer would rate himself). Analysis of variance 
was employed to determine the relationship between the two 
judgments and the i~luence years of nursing experience 
exercises on the judgments. 
The table of means was derived from the analysis of 
variance and sho1-rs the individual and grand means for the 
judgments and the individual and grand means for the 
experience groups. The following tables enable one to 
determine the nature of any difference in onets rating of 
a peer or one's rating of a peer as one thinks the peer 
would rate himself and any difference between experience 
groups. 
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TABLE XI 
SELF-CONFIDENCE: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE INVOLVING 
EXPERIENCE LEVELS, ONE t S RA.TING OR A PEER AND 
ONE 1 S APPERCEPTION OF ROW THE PEER WOULD RATE HIMSELF 
; 
Source s. s. D. F. Mean Sq. F. Ratio 
Total -88.53 121 
Exp. Gp. 3.815 2 1.907 _1.69 
Ratings ~664. 1 .664 2.06 
GxR '.57 2 .28 .09 
Subject< 65.317 58 1•126 3-.49 
Residual 18.779 58 .323 
TABLE XII 
SELF-CONFIDENCE.: MEANS OF THE EXPERIENCE LEVELS, 
ONE t S :ftA,T~NG OF A PEER f S SELF-CONFIDENCE AND ONE t S 
APPERCEPTION OF ROW_TEE PEER WOULD RA.TE HIMSELF 
Years of Exp. 0 - ·9 10 - 19 20+ Grand Means 
One's rating_ 
of a peer 3.03 3.41 3.38 X = 3.21 
One's appercep-
tion of a peer 2 .. 90 3.29 3.15 X= 3.07 
rating himself 
3.35 Grand Means 2.96 3.26 
There is no statistically significant difference between one•s 
rating of a peer's self-confidence and one's apperception of 
hoH the peer would rate himself. 
Years of nursing experience make no difference in one t s 
rating of a peer's self-confidence and onets apperception 
of how the peer would rate himself. 
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TABLE XIII 
SELFISHNESS: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE INVOLVING 
EXPERIENCE LEVELS, ONE'S RATING OF A PEER AND ONE t S 
APPERCEPTION OF HOW THE PEER WOULD RATE HIMSELF 
Source s. s. D. F. Mean Sqs. F. Ratio 
Total 110.21 121 
Exp. Gp. .542 2 .271 .22 
Ratings 2.958 l 2.958 4.91 
G & R 1.531 2 .765 1.27 
Subject 70.163 58 1.209 2.00 
Residual 35.011 5B • 603 
*Significant at the .05 per cent level 
TABLE XIV 
* 
SELFISHNESS: MEANS OF THE EXPERIENCE LEVELS, ONE'S 
RATING OF A PEER'S SELFISHNESS AND ONE 1S APPERCEPTION 
OF HOW THE PEER WOULD RATE HIMSELF 
,, 
Years of Exp. 0 - 9 10 - 19 20+ Grand Means 
One's rating 
of a peer 1.42 1.12 1.23 X =· :1.30 
One1s appercep-
iJ.ion of a peer 1.52 1.59 1.85 X = 1.61 
rating himself 
1.47 1.35 1.54 Grand Means 
There is a statistical difference at the five per cent (5~6) 
level of confidence between one's rating o:f a peer's selfish-
ness and one's apperception of how the peer would rate him-
self. The difference is that one percreives the peer as 
rating himself more selfish than one would rate him. 
Years of nursing experience make no difference in one's 
rating of a peerrs selfishness and one's apperception of 
how the peer would rate himself. 
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TABLE XV 
FRIENDLINESS: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE INVOLVING 
EXPERIENCE LEVELS, ONE 1 S RA,TING OF A PEER AND ONE 1 S 
APPERCEPTION OF HOW THE PEER WOULD RATE HIMSELF 
Source s. s. D. F. Mean Sqs.- F. Ratio 
Total 80.47 121 
Exp. Gp. 3.l48 2 1.574 1.76 
Ratings .8 1 .8 .2 
G x R .280 2 1.40 .32 
SU:bjec:t 51.820 58 .893 2.06 
Residual 25.212 58 
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TABLE XVI 
FRIENDLINESS: :MEANS OF THE EXPERIENCE LEVELS, 0].\f.E 1 S. 
RATING OF A PEER'S FRIENDLINESS AND ONE'S APPERCEPTION 
OF HOW THE PEER WOULD RATE HIMSELF 
Years of Exp. 0 - 9 10 - 19 20+ Grand Means 
One's rating 
of a peer 3-35 3. 65 3.69 X = 3.51 
One's appercep-
3.53 tion of a peer 3.39 3.85 X = 3.52 
rating himself 
Grand Means 3-37 3.59 3.77 
There is no statistical significant difference between one's 
rating of a peert s friendliness and one 1 s app·erception of 
how the peer would rate himself. 
Years of nursing experience make no difference in one's rating 
of a peer's friendliness and one's apperception of how the 
peer would rate himself. 
--
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TABLE XVII 
LEADERSHIP: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE INVOLVING 
EXPERIENCE LEVELS, ONE'S RATING OF A PEER 
AND ONE 1 S APPERCEPTION OF HOW THE PEER 
WOULD RATE HIMSELF 
Source s. s. D. F. Mean Sqs. F. Ratio 
Total 91.88 121 
Exp. Gp. 1.954 2 
.977 1.04 Rating .8 l .8 
.Ol G X R 
.513 2 
.256 
.42 Subject 54.424 58 .93B 1.56 Residual 34.979 58 .603 
TABLE XVIII 
LEADERSHIP: MEANS OF THE EXPERIENCE LEVELS, 
ONE'S RATING OF A PEER'S LEADERSHIP AND ONE'S 
APPERCEPTION OF HOW THE PEER WOULD RATE HIMSELF 
Years of' Exp. I 0 - 9 10 - 19 20+ Grand Means 
One's rating 
of' a peer 
- 3~13 3.35 3.23 X = 3.21 One 1 s apper-
ception of' a 3.03 3~29 3.46 X = 3.20 peer rating 
,_ himself' 
Grand Means 3.05 3.32 3-34 
There is no statistical significant difference between onets 
rating of' a peer's leadership and one's apperception of' how 
the peer would rate himself'. 
Years of' nursing experience make no -difference in one's 
rating of' a peer 1 s leadership and one's apper~ept~<R~'lp;t;~~}V' 
the peer would rate himself'. -· - · ' ,., '· ,, 
' 
> f ' ; : ... ;·-:.t·'>, ., ," ~·! ·, ; . ~,?::<.~;:~.!· 
. I . . 
_,,·!, . 
. . -
I 
I 
I 
I 
) 
. e 
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TABLE XIX 
SENSE OF HUMOR: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE INVOLVING 
EXPERIENCE LEVELS, O~ill 1 S RATING OF A PEER AND ONE'S 
APPERCEPTION OF HOW THE PEER WOULD RATE HIMSELF 
- -
Source s. s. I D .• F. Mean Sqs. F. Ratio 
Total 96.49 121 
Exp. Gp. 1.005 2 .502 .37 
Ratings l .oo 
GxR .729 2 .364 1.38 
Subject 79.487 58 1.370 5.21 
Residual 15.271 58 .263 
TABLE XX 
SENSE OF HID10R! MEANS OF THE EXPERIENCE LEVELS, 
ONE'S RATING OF A PEER'S SENSE OF HUMOR AND 
ONE'S APPERCEPTION OF HOW THE PEER WOULD RATE 
HIMSELF 
Years of' Exp. I 0 - 9 I 10 - 19 I 20+ I Grand Means 
Onets rating 
oi' a peer 3.35 3.71 3.62 X= 3.51 
One's appercep-
3.48 3.47 tion oi' a peer 3.62 X= 3.51 
rating himself' 
3.41 3.59 Grand Means 3.62 
There is no statistical significant dii'i'erence between onets 
rating oi' a peerts sense oi' humor and one's apperception oi' 
how the peer would rate himself'. 
Years of' nursing experience make no dii'i'erence in one's 
rating of' a peer 1 s sense of' humor and one's apperception oi' 
how the peer would rate himBeli' • 
TRAIT 
Seli'-
Coni'i-
dence 
Self-
ishness 
Friendli-
ness 
Leader-
ship 
Sense 
oi' 
Humor 
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TABLE XXI 
SUMMARY OF HIGH OR LOW STMILARITY OF PERCEIVED 
JUDGMENTS SHOWING TEE I~~LUENCE THE OBJECT 
EXERCISES ON JUDGMENTS 
SELF 
Low Similarity 
R thinks others 
see R's self' con-
i'idenc·e greater 
than R thinks 
about self'. 
High Similarity 
Rffiiriks others 
see R's selfish-
ness the same as 
R sees otm self-
ishness. 
Low Similarity 
!'f""fhiriks others 
seeR's friendli-
ness as less than 
R sees own 
friendliness. 
High Similarity 
R"tliiriks others 
seeR's leader-
ship the same as 
R sees own leader 
ship ability. 
Low Similarity 
R thinlcs others 
see R as having 
less sense o:f 
humor than R 
sees self. 
KEY: R = rater 
OBJECT 
PEER RELATIONSHIP 
High Similarity 
R thinlcs that 
P rates P's 
own self' con-
fidence the 
same as R 
rates P. 
Low Similarity 
R thinks that 
P rates P as 
more selfish 
than R would 
rate P. 
High Similarity 
IrBliirik s that 
P rates P ' s own 
friendliness as 
R rates P. 
High Similarity 
:Fr-fl.t irik s that 
P rates PJs own 
leadership as 
R rates P. 
High Similarity 
R thinks P rates 
P's own sense of' 
humor the same 
as R rates P 1 s 
sense of.' humor. 
P - peer 
Object makes 
a difference. 
Object makes 
a dii'i'erence. 
Object makes 
a dii'i'erence. 
Object makes 
·no dii'i'ere:p.ce. 
Object makes 
a difference. 
CHAPTER IV 
Su:MMA,RY 
The effective use of the nurse's total self in rela-
tions with patients and peers has prompted the need for study 
in the area of interpersonal relations. 
A review of the literature revealed that one of the 
basic processes involved in human relations was how one per-
ceives (or judges) one's self in relation to how one thinks 
others would judge him and how one perceives (or judges) one's 
peer in relation to how one thinks the peer would judge him-
self. This process of perception would seem to be basic in 
any interaction between persons. 
Through use of a test medium an attempt was made to 
study some factors related to perceived similarity o:f judgments 
by :fifty-eight (58.) graduate nurses and also the influence 
which years of nursing experience may exercise on those 
judgments. The judgments consisted of rating :five categories 
when the self was the object of judgment and when a peer was 
the. object of judgment. 
This study was designed to determine i:f there was a 
similarity in rating between one's. rating o:f self and one's 
rating of self as one thought others would rate him and 
between one's rating of a peer and one's apperception o:f 
how the peer would rate himself. The judgments were 
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then studied in relation to years oi' nursing experience to 
determine ii' that .factor had an influence upon the nursets 
judgment. 
Conclusions 
The .following conclusions are .formulated concerning 
the .four .factors under investigation. 
Factor I. 
The relationship between one 1 s rating oi' onets seli' 
on five categories and. onets apperception of how others would 
rate him on the same categories. 
The judgments on the categories oi' seli'ishness and 
leadership are similar. The jufJgments on the categories of 
self-confidence, . .friendliness and sense o.f humor are statis-
tically different. The nature oi' the di.fference in the 
category.oi' sel.f-confidence is that one perceives others as 
rating onets self-confidence higher than one would rate one-
self. The nature of the dif.ference in the category o.f 
fri~ndliness is that one would rate onets own .friendliness 
higher than one perceives others would rate him. The nature 
oi' the dii'.ference in the category o.f sense oi' humor is that 
one would rate one•s own sense oi' humor higher than one 
perceives others would rate him. 
Factor II. 
The relationship between one 1 s rating oi' a peer on five 
categories and one's apperception of how the peer would rate 
himself on the same categories. 
The judgments on the categories of self-confidence, 
friendliness, leadership and sense of humor are similar. 
The judgment on selfishness is statistically different. The 
nature or the difference in the category or selfishness is 
that one perceives the peer.as rating himself more selfish 
than one would rate him. 
Factor III. 
The effect years or nursing experience has on the 
rating of one t s self and one t s apperception of h01-1 others 
would rate him on five categories. 
Years of nursing experience had an effect on the 
judgment in the category of self-confidence. The nature 
of the effect is that above nine years of nursing experience 
one rates one's self-confidence higher than below nine years 
oi' experience. Years of nursing experience had no statis;.. 
tically significant effect on the categories of selfislLUess, 
friendliness, leadership and sense oi' humor. 
Factor IV. 
The effect years oi' nursing experience has on onefs 
rating of a peer and one's apperception of how the peer 
would rate himseli' on five categories. 
Years of nursing experience had no statistically 
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significant effect on one's rating of a peer and one•s 
apperception of how the peer would rate himself. 
In summary the reader is referred to the review of 
pr_eviously cited works by '.:.:Tagd:U:ri, Dymond, Cottrell, Watson, 
and Murphy. It would seem that a distortion within the sub-
ject's rating of himself on categories in relation to the 
subject's perception of' how others would rate him on the same 
category would be a critical area in interpersonal relations, 
as it would follow that it would be difficult .for one to 
draw upon one 1 s understanding o.f one's self, if the under-
standing was not in agreement with how one perceives others 
as rating him. It would seem that the subject would in this 
case .find it difficult to draw upon himself in order to 
accurately perceive another. 
To illustrate, in the rating o.f sel.f-confidence, the 
subject was asked to rate himself' and to rate himself as 
he thought others would rate him. There was a significant 
difference at the 0.1 per cent level in the two ratings. 
The di.fference was the subject thought others would rate his 
• 
self-confidence higher than he would rate himself'. ':ehe 
question is then raised how would this dif.ference e.ffect the 
subject's ability to perceive another's self-confidence? 
This study does not o.f.fer evidence that the distortion 
in the sugject's self-perception would ef.fect the subject's 
accurate perception o.f another; however, it would seem that 
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i~ one accepts the premise that the ability to perceive an-
other is directly related to the ability to perceive one's 
self--then the possibility does exist that·a similarity in 
self-perceived judgments would be needed in order to more 
accurately perceive another. Factors which may cause the 
di~~erence in the subject's two judgments o~ self are areas 
for ~urther study. 
Nurses in this study exhibit differences in self-
perception in the areas of self-confidence, friendliness 
and sense of humor. When the nature of these differences 
.in self perception is considered, one would question why 
the di~ference occurs and what steps may effect change toward 
similarity. 
Similarly, one's perception of a peer and one•s per-
ception of a peer as one thinks the peer would rate himself 
showed a difference; however, only in one category, that o~ 
selfishness. In general, there seemed to be more similarity 
in -:t;he perception of a peer than in self perception. 
In testing the influence which years o~ nursing ex-
perience had on the judgments, it was found that only in the 
area of self-confidence was there a significant difference 
between the three experience groups •.. The difference was that 
those nurses having above nine years of experience rated their 
self-confidence higher than those nurses below nine years of 
experience. This finding would seem to validate the. commonly 
held theory that nursing experience does increase the nurse's 
self-confidence. This conclusion would raise the question 
whether other variables such as education or age may also 
effect the nurse's rating of -self-confidence. Practical 
application of the finding may have bearing on ways and means 
the nurse who had not had long experience may be helped to 
gain greater self-confidence. One suggested method may be to 
study the effect that educational courses designed to help 
the nurse gain greater self-awareness has upon the nurse•s 
rating of self-confidence. 
No ext:ea:-polation of the conclusions of this study 
are implied to other groups and whether there would be a re-
occurrence of a similar nature is an area for further study. 
Recommendations 
1. That the test be administered to the same subjects 
after one year of graduate work to determine if change has 
taken place. 
2. That consideration be given to other rating 
categories and other variables (clinical speciaiity, type of 
nursing program) to study any relationship they may have in 
perceiving self and peer. 
J. That ~ study be done to determine the accuracy 
of judgments. This could be accomplished by dividing the 
subjects into two groups. Group one subjects would be 
those subjects who show a high degree of similarity in 
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jud&~ents (rate self and rate self as one thinks others 
would rate you]. From this group of high similarity of 
judgments random assign a peer for testing purposes. The 
analysis of the data would compare one's rating of self with 
the peer's actual rating of him and vice versa to determine 
the degree of accuracy. Group two wo·uld. be those subjects 
who according to test results showed a high degree of 
difference between judgments. The procedure followed would be 
the same as used to test and analyze group one. The two groups 
could then be compared to determine if one group displayed a 
higher degree of accuracy in perception. 
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e AREENDIX:~A 
PILOT TEST ADMINISTERED TO FOURTEEN (14) 
GRADUATE STUDENT NURSES 
Code No: Present Date:· School Program: 
Age: Nursing Experience __ yrs. Harital Status 
., 
Contact with illnesses pri'or to· nursing: Limited--Avera~e--
. . 0 
Extensive--
READ. EACH QUESTION CAREFULLY: 
CHECK ONE ( 1 ) RATING FOR EACH· CATEGORY: 
·----- .. 
-
1. Rate yourself·~ the followi:q.g: · · 
-
· ~Very low) (Low) (Mea.). (High) (Very High) 
a. Self-confidence· I 
b. Super~ority I 
c. Self~shnesss I' 
d. Friendliness I 
e. Leadersh~p I 
f. Sense o1' Humor I 
2. Rate your-partner as you see him: 
(High) (Very High)! 
e 
tVery low)---cLow) (Med.) 
a. Self-confidence II 
b. Super~or~ty I 
c. Self~shness I 
d. Friendl~ess I 
e. LB'adership I 
f. Sense of Humor I 
3. Rate your partner as .you thinlt he would rate himself:. · I 
tVery.lowJ (row; {Med~High)(Very High) 
a. Self-confidence I 
b. Super~ority I 
c. Sel1'-~shne s s I 
d. Friendliness I 
e. Leadership I 
1'. Sense o1' Humor I 
4. Rate yourself as you think your partner would rate you: I 
---r;very lowrfL.ow J {Med. J {Hig'h}TVery. High A 
a. Self-confidence ,. 
" 
. I 
-II 
b. Superior~ty II 
c. Selfishness II 
a. Friendl~ness I 
e. Leadership I 
1'. Sense o1· Humor I 
e 
i 
=40-
e EI\PENDI\X.JB .. 
FINAL TEST USED TO TEST FIFTY-EIGHT (58) 
GRADUATE STUDENT NURSES 
Code No. Present Date: ____ School Program: Semester 
- --Check Age Group: Graduate Nursing 
(20-29) (30-39) (40-Above) Experience yrs. 
READ EACH QUESTION CAREFULLY: 
. CHECK ONE (1) RATING FOR EACH CATEGORY: 
1. Rate yourself on the following: 
Very Low High Very 
low Lm-r Average Average High high 
a. Self-Confidence 
b. Selfishness 
c. Friendliness 
d. Leadership 
e. Sense of Humor 
2. Rate your partner as you see him: 
Very -- "'"LLw High Very 
low Low Average Average High high 
a. Self-Confidence 
b. Selfishness 
e c. Friendliness d. Leaderslnp 
e. Sense of Humor 
3. Rate your partner as you think he would rate himself: 
Very Low Hign- Very 
low Low Average Average High high 
a. Self-Confidence 
b. Self~shness 
c. Friendliness 
d. Leadership 
e. Sense of' Humor 
4· Rate yourself ~ you think others would rate you: 
Very Low High Very 
low Low Average Average High high 
a. Self-Confidence 
b. Selfishness 
' 
c. Friendl~ess 
d. Leadersh~p 
e. Sense of Humor 
e 
.APPEIIDIX=-0' 
22 23 
47 
10 ll 
J"ob No. 
.,., 
P1 
I.D • 
P2 
l 2 3 
Sel~ishness (l-4) 
4 5 6 
Friendliness 
s p 
7 
(-4) 
s p s p s p 
n 
18 19 
Sense of Humor (1-4) Self-Confidence (2-3) 
s p s p s p s p 
\ \ I [ 
24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 
Friendliness (2-3) Leadership (2-3) 
s p s p s p s p 
l I I I ! 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 
I.D. 
Pl Gr.Exp. 
Leadership Sense o: H~ol_ 
(l-4) . (l-4) r 
f lr---,-1--+-J I l . I 
I\ ·I I 4 5 
13 14 15 16 17 I.D. 12 
P2. Gr.Exp. 
I I I I 
Se1~ishness Friend1ines~ L~adership Sense o~ HJmoL 
(1-4) (1-4) (1-4) (1-4) r 
C---__j_! -----'1 .__l _____..!_.J ,--I ---,1~1 I I I 
10 11 12 13 15 16 17 
1.' 
. "•• ·" 
.'• 
::~:.ry}~ 
~: ·. "'· 
·, 
I 
'I ;·, 
··:: 
·~;;;:,~ 
,c; f.. 
_.;;, 
-·~ ' '.• 
I 
II 
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